In addition
to this general moralistic attitude, the Sartrean corpus lends itself to the enterprise of discovering just what the parameters of Sartre's ethic would have been had he in fact completed one.
Sartre's oeuvres are full of references, explicit or otherwise, to the foundation and structure of such an ethic, ready-to-hand for anyone with the patience (or freedom from bias) to search them out. At least three commentators have done so, in fact, each producing lucid and consistent accounts of a Sartrean ethic* The primary reason for the ubiquitous but mistaken opinion that a Sartrean ethic is impossible lies, I suspect, in a misreading of Being and Nothingness. All too often, commentators have taken passages in that treatise which are phenomenological analyses of bad faith to be representations of necessary human relations. An inevitability is read into such demoralizing descriptions as Sartre's infamous characterization of love as sado-masochism,* and it is assumed that it and other equally dreary portrayals of intersubjectivity in Being and Nothingness as necessary entailments. Such, however, is not the case. Sartre makes it clear in Being and Nothingness' that his analysis of human rela-tions is to be interpreted as a description of bad faith (which I shall discuss more fully later), of the nonmoral act, and not as a final statement about an irremediable human nature or condition.
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Read in this light. Being and Nothingness not only does not preclude the possibility of a Sartrean ethic, it actually points in its direction.
All the elements of an ethical theory are contained in germinal form within it, and when they are considered in conjunction with both Sartre's other writings and the secondary literature which concerns itself with an existentialist ethic, they provide us with a fairly cohesive picture of what the moral life is for Sartre.
The ethical theory which reveals itself from Sartre's and his associates' writings rests upon the possibility of what is called the "radical conversion," a readjustment of the individual's fundamental project so intensive that it changes her entire way of beingin-the-world.
Behaviour which is chronologically prior to this conversion is, at best, pre-ethical; behaviour after the conversion, assuming that the conversion is continually and freely reaffirmed by the individual, is ethical.
Fundamental as the radical conversion is for the possibility of a Sartrean ethic, it is not the primal requirement. The conversion itself is dependent upon a condition which is both logically and chronologically prior to it, namely the achievement within the subject of what Sartre calls "pure reflection." As such, pure reflection is the necessary condition for the possibility of a Sartrean ethic. The progression is not an inevitable one, in the sense that anyone who acquires pure reflection will automatically undergo a conversion, nor even that anyone who undergoes the conversion will sustain it in her future actions.
There are no guarantees in a Sartrean ethic. But there is a logical necessity to the progression, in that no one can enter into the realm of the ethical without the conversion, which in turn is not itself reached save through pure reflection.
In the discussion that follows, my purpose is to schematize the "stages on life's way" through which the individual for-itself travels in its journey to pure reflection and possible conversion. These stages, in logical order, may be represented as "immediacy," "impure reflection," and "pure reflection." As will be seen, the achievement of pure reflection can to a certain extent be viewed as a "recovery of innocence" inasmuch as it places the for-itself in a mode of consciousness remarkably similar to original pre-reflective immediacy.
Or, even better, we might characterize the dynamics of radical conversion as a process of Aufhebung, in which prior stages are surpassed only to be incorporated into the terminus point. 
Impure Reflection
The sudden eruption of immediacy into reflection is, Sartre tells us, a "mystification".
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We can say what happens after the transition is made, and we can even give a general account of the motivation that triggers the transition. But it is difficult to fully explain how it is that the motivation arises in the first place. What can be said about the process, however, is that the for-itself, by virtue of its constant contact with objects-in-the-world, cannot sustain the original attitude of immediacy indefinitely.
Sooner or later, the for-itself will be seized with the insight that there is a difference between it and the other. At that point, consciousness will become aware of itself being aware (i.e., will be aware of itself distinguishing between itself and the other), and this perception will thrust it abruptly into the realm of the reflective.
Regardless of its first cause, however, the reflectivity that initially arises from this upsurge of selfconsciousness is usually of the impure variety.
It may not be a logical necessity that impure reflection follows immediacy, but from an experiential point of view such a sequence seems more likely than one of pure reflection arising from immediacy. It fails to recognize the inevitability of its failures to coincide because it fails (or refuses) to see the nonbeing which it is." 1 At this level, the for-itself has hypostasized itself as an in-itself which is outside of itself. It has discovered itself only to lose itself in the external, out there "next" to the in-itself.
Its next step will be to recover itself for itself by interiorizing that objective selfness which it has found projected into the world. The for-itself will attempt to posit itself as a substantial entity by making of itself an object-to-self.
And precisely this endeavor is the schism of reflection. As such, "reflection remains for the for-itself ... an attempt to recover being. By reflecting, the for-itself, which has lost itself outside itself, attempts to put itself inside its own being."
1 ' This objectification and interiorization of the for-itself's temporal ekstases into a substantial "self" is what Sartre calls the "psyche."
1 ' The psyche, as the concretization of the for-itself's temporal modes of existence, represents the "objectification of the for-itself."
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The individual for-itself, as subject, is seen as an opaque cache of motives, passions and impulses, which "move" the subject in the same way that the wind moves a leaf. The for-itself assumes the character of a thing amidst the world of things. At the same time, however, the for-itself retains its in-teriority and its flow; it is consciousness of itself as a thing, and hence is capable of enjoying its supposed thinghood.
In short, the for-itself, in interiorizing its temporal ekstases as object, seeks to unify within itself being-in-itself and being-for-itself: "to be itself as an object-in-itself--that is what the being-of-reflection has to be."
1 ' This effort to be what is an obvious contradiction in terms is what Sartre calls impure reflection's fundamental project: the desire to be god, i.e., the desire to simultaneously be both pure substance and pure act, to be the source of one's own being.
1 ' It is the attempt on the part of the for-itself to escape the nothingness which essentially defines it, and to found itself within the opacity of being. As such, the god-project is the effort to deny freedom, to freeze transcendence into a solidified, finite length of temporality.
"The goal in short is to overtake that being which flees itself, itself while being what it is in the mode of not-being, which escapes between its own fingers; the goal is to make of it a given, a given which finally is what it is." 1 ' To repeat, impure reflection, along with its correlate the god-project, is an "abortive effort on the part of the for-itself to be another while remaining itself."
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The consequence of the god-project's quest for being and denial of freedom are far reaching.
Being-foritself not only sees itself as a kind of malleable thing which is constituted by the objects and events it encounters in the world, 11 but also assumes that normative values are likewise "things," immutable and inflexible entities that exist "out there" somewhere. In short, the for-itselfs obvious valuation of the godproject broadens itself into a valuation of being-ingeneral. The for-itself projects the existence of concretized values because it values concretizations of itself. This fundamental attitude is, of course, the well known "spirit of seriousness," or bad faith, which Sartre and de Beauvoir make so much of, 1 ' and which Being and Nothingness is essentially an analysis of. It is a denial of the ontological structure of the foritself.
As such, this project towards self-coincidence is doomed to failure on two separate but related counts: first, because the structure of the god-project requires that the sought after self-coincidence be at the same time a presence to itself-an obvious absurdityand, secondly, because the very nature of being-foritself, i.e., as that being whose being is to not-be, immediately precludes any self-coincidence.
The foritself as a flow of freedom is radically different from being-in-itself, and their ontological relationship can never be other than one of strict separation. Reflection is in bad faith and forever futile when, rather than accepting its lack of concrete grounding, "it constitutes itself as the revelation of the object which 1 make-tobe-me."
2 ' And such is exactly impure reflection's project.
Pure Reflection
We have seen how the for-itself, torn out of its immediacy by its confrontation with its own historicity, attempts to recover its being by making itself an object through the mediation of impure reflection. We have also seen that this attempt to be an interiorization of being-in-itself and being-for-itself rebounds back upon the subject, serving no other purpose than to reveal what the for-itself is-namely, that being which is and must be noncoincidental. The question before us now is this: how can the for-itself reveal to itself its inevitable failure to found itself? How is it, in other words, that the for-itself is able to make the transition from impure to pure reflection? Sartre is not entirely comfortable when he discusses reflection's "moment of truth": it would seem that the appearance of pure reflection, like that of impure reflection, is something of a "mystification."
We do know, however, that the transition from impure to pure reflection must be a deliberate self-purification on reflection's part.
Reflection itself must somehow be the source of its salvation; it must be constitutive of its own metamorphosis, not inhabited and cleansed by an external agent. This internal upsurge of reflection folding back against itself Sartre calls a "katharsis": "Pure reflection can be attained only as the result of a modification which it effects on itself and which is in the form of a katharsis."" Unfortunately, Sartre tells us absolutely nothing else about the katharsis, this mysterious internal and self-imposed cleansing from whence impure reflection magically re-emerges purified. Luckily, however, the secondary literature supplements Sartre's rather gratuitous statement about reflection's self-purification, enabling us to ascertain that this kathartic process which impure reflection imposes upon itself is nothing else than the for-itselfs performance of a phenoraenological reduction upon consciousness."
Recall that reflection first reveals itself as the for-itselfs attempt to recover itself in the midst-ofthe-world.
In its campaign to posit itself as an interiorized unity of being-for-itself and being-initself, consciousness ignores the fundamental facts of its nonbeing and intentional!ty, and instead projects itself as a semi-opaque and impressionable being which is molded by the for-itself's being-in-the-world. Furthermore, this attitude, which is characteristic of impure reflection, examines itself on only a superficial level. It never attempts to evaluate itself apart from its existential modes of self-comprehension-which are precisely the products of its behaviour-in-theworld.
It merely "exists" its being. As a result of impure reflection's superficiality, consciousness never recognises that the fundamental project which it has adopted-i.e., the god-project-is incapable of realization.
It fails to know itself as the lack of being which it is and must be.
The futility and simple wrong-headedness of impure reflection can be clearly realized by the for-itself if it ever "brackets" consciousness-in-the-worId and examines, in and of itself, the transcendental nature of consciousness.
To perform a reduction upon consciousness is to see it stripped of the assumed motives, impulses, structures and other psychic trappings of thinghood which consciousness-in-the-world has imposed upon it. As Francis Jeanson remarks in Sartre and the Problem of Morality, "to understand any psychic phenomenon-assuming man faces the world-requires that one raise himself from his situation of man-in-theworld to the origins in consciousness of man in the world, and their relation, that is, to a consciousness that is transcendental and constitutive. We get at this consciousness by means of the 'phenomenological reduction'."" The phenomenological reduction of consciousness, which would appear to be the goal of existential psychoanalysis," is a laborious and intensely in-trospective separation of consciousness from its objective situation. It is, in a very literal sense of the word, a "retreat," in which reflection undertakes the task of disassociating the essential from the nonessential in its search for self.
In cutting itself off from the world by means of the reduction so that it reveals its essential structure to itself, consciousness arrives at a realization of itself as the being whose being is in question.
It recognises that it is not constituted by but rather is constitutive of objects-in-the-world, that it is not a quasi-object composed of psychic qualities, and that it is condemned to inevitably transcend every attempt at self-coincidence immediately upon its assumption of the effort. In a word, consciousness discovers itself as the radical and uncompromised freedom which it is. Its freedom is revealed to it unadorned by involvement in the world, and as such appears as the pure nothingness which consciousness is, the perpetual overflow of the for-itself.
To quote Jeanson again, "the freedom arrived at is . . . the essence of freedom:
it is pure, transcendental consciousness inasmuch as it defines itself as freedom."'* Pure reflection, in illuminating the structure of consciousness by means of the phenomenological reduction, reveals to itself the futility of the god-project and the values to which its pursuit gives rise. The clear and distinct realization of itself as freedom, as that being which is-not, once and for all dissolves the self-deception involved in the quest for being. To seek to be what one is not and never can be is not only to give rise to fundamental and grave conflicts in one's existence pattern; it is also an extremely pigheaded attitude. As de Beauvoir succinctly tells us, "in the face of an obstacle which it is impossible to overcome, stubbornness is stupid. If I persist in beating my head against a stone wall, my freedom exhausts itself in this useless gesture without succeeding in giving itself a content."" Pure reflection, then, assures the for-itself that it is fundamentally and inescapably free, and that the effort to deny this freedom by means of a frantic pursuit of being will never be rewarded with success. It forces the for-itself to face the fact that it is a transcendental flow, incapable of paying ultimate ontological allegiance to either concrete objects or objectified values.
It demonstrates with absolute clarity the futility--indeed, as de Beauvoir says, the stupidity-of continued subservience to the god-project, and in so doing purifies reflection of its "existed" assumptions about itself. But this moment of lucidity which the phenomenological reduction brings to reflection is not and cannot be the leap into the ethical realm.
It immediately precedes the subject's assumption of the ethical, but is not in itself representa- The conversion is an outgrowth of, a "part of" pure reflection, but the two are not identical. I would further contend that, while the conversion is dependent upon pure reflection as a necessary condition for its appearance, the existence of pure reflection by no means entails the emergence of the conversion. Thus, not only are conversion and the kathartic reduction not identical, they are not even inseparable.
It must be kept in mind that the for-itself's phenomenological reduction of consciousness is a valuefree operation.
It is basically a neutral act on reflection's part, with no other purpose than to distinguish between the essential and the nonessential in the structure of transcendental consciousness. Its only task-and its only goal-is to examine consciousness in itself, and then in turn to examine the consciousness by which consciousness is examined.
In doing so, the reduction aims to reveal the nature of what truly is as regards the for-itself; it does not aim to predicate value judgments concerning the content that it uncovers. Translated into specific terms, then, the only results of the for-itselfs phenomenological reduction upon itself are (1) the revelation that the for-itself is essentially that being whose being is in questioni.e., whose being is freedom; (2) as a result the initself has no hold on the for-itself. Consciousness is not constituted by objects, but is rather itself constitutive of them. The case is likewise with values; there is no necessity binding the for-itself to its valuation of being save its own free choice. It does not receive the notion of value from external ideals; it creates those ideals for itself.
(3) Consequently, the attempt to deny the non-being which the for-itself must be-i.e., to blindly pursue the god-project-is, in de Beauvoir's terms, "stupid."
Notice that the results of the reduction are entirely neutral in tone. They convey information only, not value judgments.
The most partisan thing the reduction does is to point out the foolhardiness of pursuing an impossible quest-foolhardy from an intellectual or logical, and not a moral point of view. The pursuit of the god-project, the reduction discloses, is foolish in the same way that an obsessive effort to square a circle is foolish.
In short, the phenomenological reduction, by illuminating the essential structure of the for-itself, reveals the futility of the god-project.
It does not, however, represent the abandonment of the project. That act of the will, clearly not a part of the dispassionately neutral reduction's mandate, just as clearly belongs to the domain of the radical conversion. The conversion, it seems to me, can only be understood as a direct volitional act of the for-itself arising from reflection upon the reduction's revelation of the for-itself's true nature.
The volitional act consists of the for-itself's explicit acceptance of the responsibility which its constitutive nature entailsi.e., the affirmation that in a world devoid of intrinsic values it (the for-itself) is bound by no normative constraints other than those which it freely chooses--and the concomitant acknowledgment that freedom, inasmuch as it represents the condition for the possibility of valuation in general (i.e., choice) is itself the ultimate foundation of values. As such, conversion is a radical abandonment of the self-defeating and interpersonal-alienating god-project.
It is an assumption of the ethical in that it places full responsibility upon the individual for-itself, a responsibility which is precisely freedom's correlate. The radical nonbeing of the for-itself, its incapacity to achieve self-coincidence-in short, its freedom--is now affirmed rather than fled from. The for-itself freely accepts its intentional, constitutive nature, freely acknowledges that it, as sole author of its acts and values, bears sole responsibility for them.
As Sartre tells us, the ethical man "carries the weight of the whole world on his shoulders; he is responsible for the world and for himself as a way of being. We are taking the word 'responsibility' in the usual sense as 'consciousness (of) being the incontestable author of an event or object'.
In this sense the responsibility of the for-itself is overwhelming since he is the one by whom it happens that there is a world."
1 ' This explicit acceptance of its non-being does not mean that the for-itself suppresses its desire to be god; that hunger is a result of its ontological structure. It does mean, however, that the for-itself is no longer a slave to that desire, that its fundamental project is no longer the god-project, but is instead freedom itself.*'
The ethical conversion, then, is a volitional commitment on the part of the individual for-itself that replaces god-desire as fundamental project with freedom as fundamental project.
It is not identical to the phenomenological reduction, but does rely upon it as a necessary condition for its appearance.
A further indication that the reduction and the radical conversion are not identical is that the two do not have to appear together. There seems to be nothing in pure reflection that necessitates the upsurge of the conversion.
It is at least imaginable that the foritself could react in a number of non-conversion ways to the revelation of self which the reduction supplies. The for-itself could conceivably flee with the utmost alacrity from the picture of freedom which the reduction has provided, embracing more violently than ever the god-project which it so "foolishly" left for a short time. Or, again, it is conceivable that the foritself, faced with the realization that its fond hopes in regards to the god-project are illusions, might enclose itself within an impenetrable shell of cynicism or even nihilism.
In short, there is no necessary connection between reduction and conversion. The former merely illuminates and the latter results only from a deliberately volitional acceptance of the implications of the freedom thus illuminated.
In short, kathartic reduction can lead the for-itself to an awareness of its freedom, but it can't make it convert.
As a final word on the nonidentity of the kathartic reduction and the radical conversion, I would point to a highly suggestive paragraph towards the end of Sartre's essay "Consciousness of Self and Knowledge of Self." Although, as indicated earlier, Sartre has never addressed himself specifically to the issue at hand, his remarks in this essay concerning the moral realm seem to indicate that he is aware of the volitional basis of an existentialist ethic-a basis which, I have argued, cannot arise from the ethically neutral reduction.
In the passage in question, Sartre says that we "place ourselves ... on the level of moral-ity . . . starting from the moment when we reject being, since being has rejected us, the moment when we no longer want values, in the sense in which want is taken as a simple coincidence with self."* 1 Note that he uses verbs such as 'reject' and 'want' which clearly indicate volition. The level of morality is attained not when the for-itself passively becomes aware of the futility of the god-project, but rather when it deliberately "rejects being"; the conversion is enacted not when the for-itself realises that basing its existence on the value of being is foolish, but when it actively rejects that value, when it ceases to "want" it.
And, indeed, the act of choice called for by radical conversion would seem to be consistent with the voluntaristic nature of existentialist ethics in general.** There remains one final aspect of the dynamics of Sartrean conversion to examine, and that is the foritself' s "recovery of innocence" which I alluded to earlier in this discussion.
I maintain that the foritself s attainment of the ethical conversion represents a fundamental change in project and behaviour in which freedom (to extend the "conversion" metaphor) washes away the for-itselfs "sinful" obsession with the god-project.
This notion of the for-itself's return to an original innocence after conversion highlights the "worldly temptation" of being which overtakes the for-itself in the course of its development. As usual, Sartre does not explicitly discuss this recovery of innocence, but he does refer to it in a passage that at first glance seems to be a typically Sartrean barbarism.
He says: ". . . reflection can be either pure or impure.
Pure reflection, the simple presence of the reflective for-itself to the for-itself reflected on, is at once the original form of reflection and its ideal form; it is that on whose foundation impure reflection appears, it is that which is never first given |butj which must be won by a sort of katharsis . . . ."* 1 This is indeed a paradoxical statement.
In one and the same sentence, Sartre tells us that pure reflection is both the original and the terminal ("ideal") form of reflection, and that it is both given (as the foundation upon which impure reflection appears) and yet not given, but rather won ("by a sort of katharsis")! What are we to make of this rather bizzare locution?
The paradoxes contained within this quotation seem to resolve themselves if we interpret them as being expressive of the for-itselfs recovery of innocence. The dynamics of this recovery might be described as follows.
The for-itselfs attitude, it will be remembered, was immediacy, a direct and spontaneously lived relationship with the world. To be sure, immediate consciousness is nonreflective (although it is nonthetically aware of the cogito), but it is consequently also unsullied by the psychic cirrosis which it ac-quires as the result of impure reflection's being-inthe-world. It is a simple flow of intentionality, unmediated by conceptual assumptions about the value of non-value of being, and as such is not bound to a fundamental desire to be god.
Its being-in-the-world, while not a deliberate (i.e., reflective) effort to exist as a freedom, is nevertheless a natural flow of freedom.
It represents an "existed" celebration of the freedom which the for-itself is, unhampered in its flow because, unlike reflection, it has not tried to objectify itself.
Immediacy, then, is really the original form of pure reflection's post-conversion attitude, the ideal terminus of a Sartrean ethic.
It is, in a natural, naive, unreflective-"innocent"-way, that which the ethical for-itself must continually and reflectively strive to be-namely, a flow of freedom, unsullied by ulterior motives, simply "existed" for its own sake. This pure reflection is both the "original" and the "ideal" form of reflection.
We also saw that immediacy, this pure flow of freedom on the for-itselfs part, is unable to sustain itself in the midst of the world, that its confrontation with being throws it into the realm of impure reflection and the god-project.
In impure reflection the for-itself*s actions are no longer unmediated; they no longer represent the flow of freedom for the sake of itself. Quite the contrary. The for-itself now seeks to deny that very freedom which it previously celebrated by encapsulating itself and its values within the domain of the in-itself.
Its naive, natural fidelity to what it is has given way to a sophisticated distortion, and the results, as we saw, are destructive to the development of both the individual for-itself and interpersonal relations.
It is only through an intense effort at self-illumination (the phenomenological reduction) and an act of volition which "wins" for the subject its freedom from the psychic structure, that pure reflection is recovered. This pure reflection is both given and not given. it is informed by both an awareness of the futility of the god-project and a simultaneous longing for it, and as such must constantly be on guard against succumbing to it. The pure reflection of conversion, in its return to a kind of immediacy, is thus an incorporation and a surpassing of both original immediacy and impure reflection. It is an innocence, if you will, tempered by a knowledge of the possibility of guilt.**
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In the course of this discussion, I have been concerned to schematize the necessary conditions for the possibility of a Sartrean ethic. That schematization, to recapitulate, is as follows: the dynamics of radical conversion involves a process of the coming-tobe of self-realization on the part of being-for-itself, a discovery of self which is initiated when the original freedom of immediacy is shattered by the foritself s lived dispersion in the world.
In its attempt to recover itself, the for-itself enters into a mode of reflection which becomes habitual and which can eventually grow to be insurmountable.
That mode is, of course, impure reflection, which has as its raison d'etre the quest for being, the desire to be god. Impure reflection will continue to shape the individual for-itselfs existence until the for-itself enters into intensive self-examination and performs what is in effect a phenomenological reduction upon itself. The reduction, which clearly reveals the transcendental structure of consciousness to the for-itself, will effectively dissolve the hopeful illusions which the foritself entertains in regards to the god-project. The for-itself must then "choose," in a deliberate, volitional act, whether it will freely accept the nature revealed by the reduction, or whether it will flee from it in panic.
If the former alternative is affirmed, the for-itself is propelled (or, better, propels itself) into the ethical.
In choosing to reject the godproject, and to exist as a deliberate flow of freedom, the for-itself recovers the innocence which it enjoyed in its original state of immediacy-an innocence all the more meaningful, perhaps, for its having been won rather than simply given. Insofar as the dynamics of Sartrean conversion is concerned, my beginning, to paraphrase T. S. Eliot, is indeed my end, and my end my beginning.*
